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Appendix B 
Informational/Non-CEQA 
Circulation System Level of 
Service Analysis 
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Appendix C 
Revised Draft EIR Appendix C -
Roadway Noise Calculations 



SITE UNITS ITE LAND USE TRIPS LINK NOTES PERCENT VOLUME
Spanish Flat 100 units 215 720 Berryessa-Knoxville Rd (south to Napa) 75% 540

Single-Family (attached) Berryessa-Knoxville Rd (north to Lake County) 25% 180
(based on stated density of up to 20 du/acre)

Northeast Napa 183 units total
1806 Montecello Road 100 units 220 674 Hedgeside Ave (west to McKinley Rd) 35% 236

Multi-Family (Low-Rise) McKinley Rd (from above, north to Estee Ave) 35% 236
(based on stated density of 20-25 du/acre) Estee Ave (from McKinley above, north to Hardman Ave) 15% 101

McKinley Rd (from McKinley above, north to golf course) 20% 135
Hedgeside Ave (east to Monticello Rd) 65% 438
SR121/Monticello Rd (from above, south to Napa) 40% 270
SR121/Monticello Rd (from above, north to Winters) 25% 169

1011 Atlas Peak Road 58 units 220 391 Atlas Peak Rd (north to golf course) 25% 98
Multi-Family (Low-Rise) SR121/Monticello Rd (south to Napa) 50% 196
(based on stated density of 20-25 du/acre) SR121/Monticello Rd (north to Winters) 15% 59

Vichy Ave (south to Hagen Rd) 20% 78

2030 Big Ranch Road 25 units 220 169 Big Ranch Rd (north to El Centro Ave) 15% 25
Multi-Family (Low-Rise) Soscol Ave (south to Napa) 35% 59
(based on stated density of 20-25 du/acre) Trancas St (west to SR29) 35% 59

Trancas St (east to Silverado Trail) 15% 25

Imola Avenue 100 units 215 720 Imola Ave (west to Soscol Ave) 85% 612
Single-Family (attached) 4th Ave (north to Coombsville Rd) 15% 108
(based on stated density of up to 20 du/acre)

Foster Road 100 units 215 720 Foster Rd (north to Imola Ave) 75% 540
Single-Family (attached) Imola Ave (from above, west to SR29) 50% 360
(based on stated density of up to 20 du/acre) Foster Rd (from Imola above, north to Old Sonoma Rd) 25% 180

Foster Rd (south to Golden Gate Dr) 25% 180
Golden Gate Dr / Stanly Ln (from Foster above, south to Sonoma Hwy) 25% 180
Sonoma Hwy (from Stanly above, west to Sonoma County) 15% 108





Cumulative + Project (Golden Gate Drive Access) CALCULATED Receptor Adjusted Distance Distance 
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) NOISE LEVEL Dist. from Noise from from

ROAD SEGMENT # VEHICLES Auto MT HT Auto k/h MT k/h HT k/h Auto MT HT (15 meters from Roadway Level Roadway to Roadway to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak

from: to: % Auto % MT % HT roadway center) Center (m.) (dBA) (m.) (ft)
Imola Foster S. Freeway 549 97 532.53 2 10.98 1 5.49 30 48 30 48 30 48 59.6 53.4 57.5 62.3 40 58.1 8.1 26.5
SR121 Cuttings Wharf Stanly 2734 97 2652 2 54.68 1 27.34 55 88 55 88 55 88 74.2 64.5 66.9 75.3 40 71.1 161.3 529.3
Imola Golden Gate Jefferson 1434 97 1391 2 28.68 1 14.34 35 56 35 56 35 56 65.7 58.6 62.3 67.9 40 63.6 29.3 96.2
Foster Golden Gate Hilton 70 97 67.9 2 1.4 1 0.7 25 40 25 40 25 40 48.4 43.2 47.9 51.8 40 47.5 0.7 2.4
Monticello Rd Silverado Trail Atlas Peak 2179 97 2113.6 2 43.58 1 21.79 40 64 40 64 40 64 69.2 61.3 64.7 71.0 40 66.8 60.0 197.0
Monticello Rd Atlas Peak Vichy 1137 97 1102.9 2 22.74 1 11.37 40 64 40 64 40 64 66.4 58.5 61.8 68.2 40 63.9 31.3 102.8
Imola Soscal Cedar Dr. 1105 97 1071.9 2 22.1 1 11.05 35 56 35 56 35 56 64.6 57.5 61.2 66.8 40 62.5 22.6 74.1

Assumptions:   Fehr & Peers LOS Analysis 2022

Cumulative + Project (Combined Access) CALCULATED Receptor Adjusted Distance Distance 
TOTAL VEHICLE TYPE % VEHICLE SPEED NOISE LEVEL (dBA) NOISE LEVEL Dist. from Noise from from

ROAD SEGMENT # VEHICLES Auto MT HT Auto k/h MT k/h HT k/h Auto MT HT (15 meters from Roadway Level Roadway to Roadway to
Calveno 65 dBA 65 dBA
Peak

from: to: % Auto % MT % HT roadway center) Center (m.) (dBA) (m.) (ft)
Imola Foster S. Freeway 556 97 539.32 2 11.12 1 5.56 30 48 30 48 30 48 59.7 53.4 57.6 62.4 40 58.1 8.2 26.9
SR121 Cuttings Wharf Stanly 2734 97 2652 2 54.68 1 27.34 55 88 55 88 55 88 74.2 64.5 66.9 75.3 40 71.1 161.3 529.3
Imola Golden Gate Jefferson 1434 97 1391 2 28.68 1 14.34 35 56 35 56 35 56 65.7 58.6 62.3 67.9 40 63.6 29.3 96.2
Foster Golden Gate Hilton 70 97 67.9 2 1.4 1 0.7 25 40 25 40 25 40 48.4 43.2 47.9 51.8 40 47.5 0.7 2.4
Monticello Rd Silverado Trail Atlas Peak 2179 97 2113.6 2 43.58 1 21.79 40 64 40 64 40 64 69.2 61.3 64.7 71.0 40 66.8 60.0 197.0
Monticello Rd Atlas Peak Vichy 1137 97 1102.9 2 22.74 1 11.37 40 64 40 64 40 64 66.4 58.5 61.8 68.2 40 63.9 31.3 102.8
Imola Soscal Cedar Dr. 1105 97 1071.9 2 22.1 1 11.05 35 56 35 56 35 56 64.6 57.5 61.2 66.8 40 62.5 22.6 74.1

Assumptions:   Fehr & Peers LOS Analysis 2022



 

Napa County Housing Element Update  D-1 ESA / 202000244 
Draft Environmental Impact Report  December 2022 

Appendix D 
Transcript of Planning 
Commission Draft EIR 
Comment Session 

















TRANSCRIPT OF PUBLIC QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS - 10/5/2022

JAN BROWN & ASSOCIATES (415) 981-3498 (800) 522-7096

8

1           TREVOR HAWKES:  Jillian?

2           JILLIAN FEYK-MINEY:  Yeah, so, under CEQA,

3 we're -- the point of the alternatives analysis is to

4 identify alternatives that will reduce or eliminate

5 potential significant impacts associated with the

6 project.

7           And so at the -- kind of at the zoomed-out

8 level that we're looking at, all these things in the

9 programmatic EIR, the -- playing with the number of units

10 is less important than the characteristics around the

11 sites themselves.

12           So that's why we looked at taking sites away,

13 mixing and matching, that kind of way.

14           So obviously in my whole spiel, there is a lot

15 of impacts associated with the Imola Avenue site.  So

16 that was an obvious -- under CEQA, remove that one and

17 see what happens.

18           There were also impacts associated with, you

19 know, the historic cultural resources.  And so, that was

20 why Foster Road and the Altamura site were also included

21 in the alternatives analysis, to kind of try and reduce

22 that impact as well.

23           COMMISSIONER CATRELL:  Got it.  Thank you.

24           COMMISSION CHAIR DAMERON:  Commissioner

25 Gallagher.
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1           COMMISSIONER GALLAGHER:  Thanks.

2           So, being yeah, staying on the greenhouse gas

3 emissions, I'm curious why there wasn't something around

4 solar in the mitigation measure for, you know, 4.8 GHG-1.

5           Just, I mean, just to comment that maybe we

6 could add something as another possible mitigation

7 measure would be to require solar.

8           Also something we talked very briefly about at

9 the Housing Element Committee was the impact of passing

10 some kind of a local preference ordinance.  That could

11 actually help reduce GHGs if we were able to assure that

12 people who live or work in Napa County would actually

13 have preference for housing, because then you're much

14 more likely to get people who aren't commuting,

15 obviously.

16           I'm sorry, I don't mean that.  I mean we're

17 going to have people living and working in the same

18 place, rather than people who are working outside the

19 county.  So doing some kind of local preference ordinance

20 could be helpful with that also.

21           I was also surprised about the TVM piece, but I

22 think I realize we're so used to looking at wineries and

23 vehicle miles traveled and making sure that that's a

24 condition of approval that, you know, that the TVM

25 reflects the 15 percent reduction.  But this is housing
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1 so it is not quite the same as approving a winery,

2 because I was getting confused on that as well.

3           I also wanted to say we didn't go over the

4 public services and recreation piece because there was

5 nothing that was significant and unavoidable.

6           But I am curious in that section 4.14 under

7 impact TSR-2, the cumulative impact on parks and

8 recreation.  I was curious why the Skyline Park site

9 would not -- would not have been captured there in terms

10 of having -- having impacts on park -- public services

11 and recreation, since that is currently a park.

12           I think that was pretty much it.  But I am

13 curious about that one.

14           JILLIAN FEYK-MINEY:  I can go ahead and field

15 that.

16           We'll consider the solar and ordinance, those

17 comments, in our response to comments.  So thank you for

18 those.

19           And with regard to what's analyzed in the

20 public services section, CEQA is concerned with a couple

21 things for impacts on public services and parks in

22 particular.  And as we know, CEQA's generally focused on

23 physical impacts that could occur based on the

24 construction or provision new park facilities and/or

25 substantial degradation of existing facilities.
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1           So I believe we touched a little bit on this in

2 the draft EIR under the main impacts section of, you

3 know, what would be potential effects of, you know,

4 carving off a little bit of the Skyline Park area.

5           And I believe we described that, you know, it's

6 a very minimal portion compared to the broader park

7 areas, I don't have the specific acreages that we

8 identified with it or what percent of those or whatever

9 of the park.

10           But we didn't see that rising to the level of

11 significance where a new park facility would need to be

12 constructed and significant impacts would occur because

13 of that.

14           But we can also take a look at that again in

15 the response to comments.

16           COMMISSIONER GALLAGHER:  Okay.  I think -- I'm

17 seeing that what you're talking about are the -- because

18 of CEQA, the physical impact, then, you know, there are

19 economic impacts to the park itself if that were

20 developed.  So I -- and I don't know if that's something

21 that would get addressed in an EIR.  So maybe that's just

22 separate.

23           COMMISSION CHAIR DAMERON:  Okay.  I believe

24 those are all our questions here.

25           TREVOR HAWKES:  I wanted to come back to a
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1 comment Commissioner Cantrell just had, for a second, on

2 the unit count and the alternatives.

3           One thing to also remember is what's contained

4 in the policy document, which we are proposing to rezone

5 these with minimum unit requirements on an acreage basis.

6           And so that's going to impact unit count,

7 obviously, at those locations and kind of prevent, in a

8 lot of cases, from a smaller project going into the --

9 into any of those sites, if it were to move forward.

10           COMMISSION CHAIR DAMERON:  Okay.  So, we will

11 be moving on to public comment.

12           We'll first take speakers in the room then

13 we'll go to speakers on the phone or Zoom.

14           And every speaker will have three minutes.

15           And if anyone in the room wishes to speak,

16 you're welcome to step up to the podium.

17           Please state your name, where you live, and

18 then your time will begin.

19           JESSICA McDONALD:  Hello my name is Jessica

20 McDonald.  I live on Hedgeside Avenue in Napa.

21           And thank you for taking my comments.

22           Five acres of impermeable material at the

23 Bishop property on Hedgeside Avenue will displace storm

24 water in that area.  That matters for several reasons.

25           This area is in the MFT water deficient area.






















































